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14 P urs ua nt to the  proce dura l orde r e nte re d on Nove mbe r 28, 2007, Cox Arizona  Te lkom,

15 L.L.C. ("Cox") file s  its  re ply comme nts  on a cce s s  cha rge  re form a nd pos s ible  re vis ions  to the

16 Arizona  Unive rsa l S e rvice  Fund ("AUS F").

17 Cox ha s  re vie we d the  in itia l comme nts  file d  in  th is  docke t a nd  offe rs  its  comme nts

18 re ga rding s ome  of the  is s ue s  ra is e d by othe r pa rtie s  in this  docke t. Cox be lie ve s  tha t Arizona

19 Unive rs a l S e rvice  a nd a cce s s  cha rge  re form s hould a wa it a ction by the  FCC, which ha s  jus t

20 re leased seve ra l Rulemaking proceedings  rega rding the  future  of the  fede ra l USF sys tem and the

21 re comme nda tions  of the  J oint Boa rd, a nd continue s  its  compre he ns ive  re vie w of lnte rca nie r

22 Compensa tion in tha t long-s tanding docke t. Moving forward with a  s ta te  specific USF and access

23 re form proce e ding a t this  time  ha s  the  pote ntia l to conflict with the  ultima te  fe de ra l re form. To

24 a void a ny s uch conflicts , a ny s ta te  proce e ding s hould mirror, or a t a  minimum re cognize  the
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REPLY COMMENTS OF
COX ARIZONA TELCOM, L.L.C.

1 In the Matter ofHign-Cost Universal Support Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service,
CC Docket No 96-45, FCC 08-22, FCC08-05,FCC 08-04 (released January 29, 2008).
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cha nge s  in the  fe de ra l s che me . Howe ve r, s hould  the  Commis s ion  proce e d with  purs uing

re forming the  access  charge  sys tem, Cox supports  the  proposa l to conduct workshops  as  s ta ted in

Time  Wa rne r Te le com's  initia l comme nts . Commis s ion S ta ff could fa cilita te  a  works hop for a ll

in te re s te d  pa rtie s  in  th is  docke t to  p re s e n t the ir pos itions  on  how US F a nd  In te rca rrie r

Compe ns a tion a re  linke d to e a ch othe r, a nd how be s t to modify the  Arizona  s ys te m to ma ke  it

se rve  the  goa ls  of the  sys tem in the  future . This  fonna t would enable  a ll pa rtie s  to be  involved and

pa rticipa te  a s  to the  be s t wa y to re form the  curre nt s ys te m a nd modify the  AUS F rule s . S uch a

works hop s hould be  conducte d a fte r a ll comme nts  ha ve  be e n file d a nd re vie we d. S ta ff could

ide ntify a nd pre se nt the  ke y is sue s  tha t it a nd othe r pa rtie s  ha ve  ide ntifie d with the ir comme nts

which would be  the  focus  of the  workshop discuss ions . Afte r comple tion of the  workshops , S ta ff

would the n propose  cha nge s  to the  e xis ting rule s  or ma ke  re comme nda tions  tha t pa rtie s  would

the n ha ve  a n opportunity to comme nt on. This  forma t ha s  worke d we ll with pa s t Cormnis s ion

proceedings  and would be  a  productive  way to move  forward here .

Cox a lso concurs  with the  comments  made  by Time  Warner Te lecom tha t subs idies  should
Q
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cons ide rs  cha nge s  to its  AUS F rule s , it is  importa nt to e ns ure  tha t a ny cha nge s  to the  funding

me cha nisms  a re  compe titive ly a nd te chnologica lly ne utra l. No one  ca nte r or te chnology should

be ne fit from the  fund in a  wa y tha t ha rms  compe tition a nd a ny cha nge s  s hould e ns ure  tha t

consumers  have  the  potentia l for choices  in se rvice  providers  and technologies  to mee t the ir bas ic

telephone service needs.
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One of the  issues  tha t has  been ra ised by the  initia l comments  filed by one  of the  pa rtie s  is

whe the r a  reduction in Qwes t's  a cce ss  cha rges  could be  conducted outs ide  the  context of a  ra te

proce e ding. Aga in, Cox concurs  with the  pos ition of Time  Wa rne r Te le com tha t the  Commiss ion

need not conduct a  comprehensive  ra te  proceeding for Qwest before  acting to reduce  Qwest access

ra tes . As  Time  Warner Te lecom clea rly points  out, the  presence  of a  compe titive  marke tplace  may

impa ct the  ma nne r in which the  Commis s ion conducts  its  cons titutiona l duty to de te nnine  fa ir

va lue  with pre scribing ra te s  and cha rges . Tha t be ing the  ca se , the re  is  no rea son why the  forma t
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used with the  adoption of Qwest's  Renewed Price  Regula tion P lan in 2006 is  one  tha t can a lso be

used in this  proceeding. In fact, Qwes t will be  tiling a  new comprehens ive  P rice  Cap P lan with the

Commiss ion la te r this  yea r. The  Commiss ion should address  Qwes t's  a ccess  revenues  within the

context of tha t price  cap plan before  adopting a  plan tha t would apply to any other cante rs

Cox disagree s  with Ve rizon's  comments  tha t CLEC's  intra s ta te  acce ss  cha rges  should be

reduced to the  same leve l as  Qwest's . There  is  s imply no basis  in the  record to have  CLECs access

ra te s  ca ppe d a t the  Qwe s t ra te  whe n CLECs  cos ts  a re  like ly highe r due  to e conomie s  of s ca le

e njoye d by Qwe s t through its  s ize  a nd ubiquity. Howe ve r, s hould the  Commis s ion de cide  to

proceed and cons ide r capping CLEC intra s ta te  access  ra te s , it should a llow those  ra te s  to va ry in

s tructure  from Qwe s t's  a nd  to  be  a  re a s ona ble  le ve l a bove  the  Qwe s t ra te . Furthe r, the

Commis s ion mus t provide  a  re a s ona ble  opportunity a nd time  fra me  for CLEC re cove ry of los t

a cce ss  re ve nue  through a  tra ns ition pla n a nd the  opportunity to incre a se  othe r ra te s , pote ntia lly

be yond curre nt ta riff ma ximum price s . For e xa mple , in Ca lifornia , the  Ca lifornia  P ublic Utilitie s

Commiss ion recently adopted a  CLEC ra te  cap a t the  ILEC ra te  plus  10%, with a  trans ition plan of

more  than one  yea r to reach tha t ra te  (see  CPUC D07-12-020, adopted December 10, 2007). This

tra ns itiona l pe riod for CLECs  to re -a djus t the ir ra te s  to re cove r such re ductions  a ppe a rs  to be  a

more  re a s ona ble  a pproa ch tha n s imply ca pping the  ra te s  a t the  e s ta blis he d Qwe s t ra te . The

Commiss ion should se t a  tra ns itiona l time  pe riod a nd pe rmit ca mle ts  to "re -ba la nce " othe r re ta il

ra tes  to offse t the  required loss  of revenue

One  of the  key components  of any reduction in access  charges  should be  the  provis ion for

the  can'ie r to have  an opportunity to recover those  ra tes  e lsewhere . Where  access  ra tes  have  been

reduced for the  ILE Cs in the  pas t, ILE Cs have  been a fforded the  opportunity to recoup those  los t

revenues from other se rvices . Where  CLEC's  access  charges  a re  reduced, it is  impera tive  tha t they

too be  a llowe d to re cove r thos e  re ductions  in re ve nue  from othe r compe titive  s e rvice s . CLEC

compe titive  se rvice s  curre ntly ha ve  ma ximum ra te s  in the ir Arizona  ta riffs . Without the  a pprova l

of the  Commis s ion to re move  or ra is e  thos e  ma ximum ra te s , CLECs  will ha ve  no wa y to offs e t

27 a ny s uch a cce s s  cha rge  re ductions . Any propos e d cha nge s  by the  Commis s ion re s ulting in
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reductions  in access  revenues  must a llow the  opportunity for CLECs to recover such los t revenues

Again, any reduction should a lso a llow for a  reasonable  trans itiona l pe riod for cante rs  to be  able  to

re-ba lance  the ir re ta il ra tes  and adjust the ir business  plans  accordingly

Cox looks  forward to pa rticipa ting in future  discuss ions  regarding these  important issues

RES P ECTFULLY S UBMITTED this tom day of Febnuary 2008
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Lynde ll Cripps
Vice  Pres ident, Regula tory
Time  Warne r Te lecom
845 Camino Sur
Pa lm Springs , Ca lifornia  92262
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Re x Knowle s
Exe cutive  Dire ctor- Re gula tory
XO Communica tions , S te  1000
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